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Claim Rejections -35USC§112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
in that it fails to point out what is included or excluded by the claim language. This claim 
is an omnibus type claim. Claim 17 is directed to a sealable SMIF pod, but the majority 
of the claim is directed to a system employing the pod. Thus it is indefinite as to the 
structure of the pod is effected by the limitations of the system. In the rejection of claim 
17 below the structure of the pod are the only limitations which are treated as the 
remainder of the claims are directed to an intended use of the pod. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Walker et al. Regarding claim 1 Walker et al. US 5,674,039 disclose a substrate 
transfer system comprising: 

at least two SMIF pod openers (56,58); 

at least one robotic arm mechanism (180) for retrieving a substrate from an 
opened pod and moving into a process device and then back to said pod; 

wherein said arm mechanism grips the substrate during movement thereof; 
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wherein a control system coordinates the automatic transfer of substrates 
between the opened pods and the process device. 

Regarding claim 10 Walker et al. also disclose a reorienter for use in 
automatically exchanging substrates between a carrier in the reorienter and with a pod 
located within a load port. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Walker et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kawasaki Steel. 

Walker et al: teaches the limitations of claim 1 as above, they do not teach an 

identification system located on the cassette. Kawasaki Steel JP 06013453 teaches a 

cassette (1) with identification marks (3) that allow the contents of a cassette to be 

reread by a reader, said identification marks holes disposed in a block (2) attached to 

said cassette wherein light is passed through the blocks to form a code and reader for 

determining the contents of the cassette. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art, at the time of invention to provide the pod taught by walker et al. with a 

reading system as taught by Kawasaki steel in order to automatically read the contents 

of a pod as it is being handled. 



I 
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Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Mizosaki. Walker et al. teach the 
limitations of claim 1 as above, they do not teach a mapping device located upon the 
effector. Mizosaki US 5,695,562 teaches an end effector (41) for moving a substrate 
wherein said effector has a mapping device (42,43) mounted thereon to determine the 
location of a substrate to be picked up. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention to provide the effector taught by Walker et al. with 
a mapping device as taught by Mizosaki in order to accurately determine the presence 
and position of a wafer while moving the effector into a pick up position, thereby 
increasing the effectiveness of the substrate transfer. 

Claims 11-13,15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al. as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of 
Suzuki. Walker et al. teach the limitations of claim 1 as above, they further teach a 
clamp for holding the bottom of the pod during opening thereof, they do not teach 
changing the orientation of the substrates from vertical to horizontal. Suzuki US 
5,409,348 teaches a substrate reorientation device comprising: 

a tilt station that received an open container of substrates in a vertical orientation; 

said station adapted to reorient the container such that the substrates are in a 
horizontal orientation whereby they can be picked up by an effector; 
wherein said substrates are pivoted about an axis that is parallel with a plane of the 
substrates via a rotary table. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of invention to provide the device taught by Walker et al. with a reorienter 
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as taught by Suzuki in order to allow the device to handle substrates that are 
transported in a vertical orientation. 

Claims 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walker et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Woodruff et al. Walker 
et al. teaches the limitations of claim 1 as above, they do not teach gripping the edge of 
the substrate. Woodruff et al. US 2003/0085582 teaches an end effector for moving 
substrates comprising: 

a U-shaped support frame (312a,b); 

end supports (320a,b) for holding the edge of a substrate; 

a movable slide (352) for urging the substrate against the end supports such that 
a substrate is clamped by its edges. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art, at the time of invention to provide the device taught by Walker et al. with an 
effector as taught by Woodruff et al. in order to ensure that the substrate when picked 
up is held tightly and always located in a particular relationship to the end effector. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. and Woodruff et al. as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Coomer et al. 
Walker et al. and Woodruff et al. teach the limitations of claim 7 as above, they do not 
teach a vacuum chuck opposite the distal ends of the end effector. Coomer et al. US 
6,612,590 teaches an end effector with a vacuum chuck section that interfaces with a 
substrate along an edge of the substrate. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention to provide the effector taught by Walker et al. with 
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an vacuum chuck as taught by Coomer et al. that operates in an exclusion zone of the 
substrate in order to keep from damaging the substrate during handling. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. and woodruff et al. as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Coomer et al. 
Walker et al. and Woodruff et al. teach the limitations of claim 5 as above, they do not 
teach side clamps for the substrate. Coomer et al. US 2002/0064450 teaches an end 
effector that has side clamps (302) that hold a substrate from the side such that it may 
not move in a lateral direction relative to the effector. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention to provide the device taught by Walker 
et al. with clamps as taught by Coomer et al. '450 in order to maintain the substrate in a 
particular position and orientation relative to the effector. 

Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. in view of Kawasaki Steel. Walker et al. teaches a SMIF pod 
comprising: 

a base that holds a substrate having a particular configuration of substrate; 

a cover which mates with said base, said cover latchable and unlatchable with 
said base. They do not teach providing an encoder on the substrate holder. Kawasaki 
Steel teaches a holder for substrates wherein the holder has an encoder comprising 
blocks with holes therein for allowing a light to pass, such that information about the 
holder and any substrates therein can be ascertained during movement of the holder. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention to 
provide the device taught by Walker et al. with an encoding system as taught by 
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Kawasaki steel in order to accurately determine the contents of a substrate holder in 
real time while the holder is being handled. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 6 and 14 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. Regarding claim 6 the structure of the end 
effector in relation to the pierced block is not taught or suggested by the cited prior art 
when taken in conjunction with the claims from which it depends. Regarding claim 14 
the closest prior art of Suzuki does not teach registration tags on the pods for being 
read by a probe on the box opening station. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon, but considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure isiPowers et al. 1993 and Rosenquist et al. 2001. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles A. Fox whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6923. The examiner can normally be reached between 7:00-4:00 Monday-Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eileen D. Lillis can be reached at 571-272-6928. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 
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